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8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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Applicant's Response 

In Applicant's Response dated 01/23/2006, Applicant amended the Specification, 
amended Claims 1, 5-7, 9-17, 22, 25, 33 and 34, and argued against all objections and 
rejections previously set forth in the Office Action dated 7 April 2005. 

In light of Applicant's amendments to Claims 14 and 17, the objections to the 
claims previously set forth are withdrawn. In light of Applicant's amendments to Claims 
1 , 5-7, 9-17, 22, 25, 33 and 34, the rejections previously set forth under 35 U.S.C. 1 i2, 
second paragraph for Claims 1 , 4-7, 9-17, 22, 25, 33 and 34 are withdrawn. 

In light of Applicant's arguments submitted in Applicant's Response dated 
01/23/2006, the objection to the drawings previously set forth is withdrawn. The 
examiner notes that Applicant has defined the disputed claim language, a 
"representation of an element in a domain model' (Claim 18, Lines 3-4), as merely 
elements (e.g., numbers) in a mapping (see Response - Page 26, second full 
paragraph). 



Specification 

The amendment filed 01/23/2006 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) because 
it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no 
amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added 
material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: determining 
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whether a ''component value" has a "value" and, if so, then not performing a ''mapping" 
(see the amended paragraph at Page 7, after Line 14, fifth sentence). 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Acfion. 

The disclosure remains objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "The reconciliation algorithm has mapped document variable A to ; 
container variable 1 (e.g., mapped document variable A from the document 
component's (e.g., reference numeral 12) to container variable 1 in the container 
assembly 11)" on Page 13, Lines 12-14 should be amended to — The 
reconciliation algorithm has mapped document variable A to container variable 1 
( e .g., mapp e d docum e nt v a riab le A from th e docum e nt compon e nt's ( e .g., 
r e f e r c nc o num e ra l 12) to conta i ner variabl e 1 i n th e contain e r assembly 1 1 ) — so 
that the sentence reads more clearly. As currently worded, the text inside the 
parentheses of this sentence does not correspond to the preceding portion of the 
sentence and is difficult, if not impossible, to understand. 

• the phrase "Additionally, the reconciliation algorithm has mapped component 
variable B to container variable 3 ( (of the document component 12) in the 
container assembly 1 1 (e.g., containing document) )" on Page 13, Lines 20-22 
should be amended to — Additionally, the reconciliation algorithm has mapped 
component variable B to container variable 3 ( (of th e docum e nt compon e nt 12) 
i n tho conta i n e r ass e mb l y 1 1 (e.g., conta i ning docum e nt) ) — so that the 
sentence reads more clearly. As currently worded, the text inside the 
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parentheses of this sentence does not correspond to the preceding portion of the 
sentence and is difficult, if not impossible, to understand. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Objections 

Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
• The claim recites "when said best identity matcli is determined, tfie identified 
component variable is United witti the associated container variable" (see Lines 
1-3). This limitation is objected to because it does not accurately describe the 
present invention. Firstly, if a "best identity match" is determined, then the 
"identified component variable" is associated with an "element in a domain model 
of the document (see Claim 1 , Lines 9-1 1 ) rather than a "container variable" as 
recited in Claim 5 (see Line 3). Secondly, if a "best identity match" is determined, 
then a new "container variable" is created and the "identified component variable" 
is linked to the newly-created "container variable," as described in the 
Specification (see Page 13, Line 22 through Page 14, Line 3). Thus, Applicant 
should amend Claim 5 to the following: The method according to claim 1 , 
wherein, when said best identity match is determined, a new container variable is 
created and the identified component variable is linked with the associat e d 
newly-created container variable 



Application/Control Number: 09/497,800 
Art Unit: 2176 



Page 5 



Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and procesis of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was 
not described in the Specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 
Claim 22: 

The claim recites the limitation "wherein if the component vanable in the 
component includes a value, then no mapping is performed by said reconciler'' 
[emphasis added] (see Lines 1-3). There is no mention in the original Specification of 
determining whether a "component value'' has a Walue" and, if so, then not performing 
a "mapping" 

If the examiner has overlooked the portion of the original Specification that 
describes this feature of the present invention, then Applicant should point it out (by 
page number and line number) in the response to this Office Action. 

Applicant may obviate this rejection by canceling the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
fornn the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the Invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed In the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 18, 19, 21-25 and 35 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Fong et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,279,015. 
Claim 18: 

Fong discloses a computer-implemented method of interactively reconciling 
component variables with container variables in a document (see Figures 1 -20; see 
Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19- Fong discloses this limitation in that the 
mapping interface allows a user to interactively map a transformation from one 
structured format to another structured format - e.g., SGML to HTML. Through the ; 
interactive mapping, "source" elements are mapped to "target" elements. The "source" 
elements may include SGML elements and the "target" elements may include HTML 
elements. Both SGML and HTML comprise elements having variables. Thus, Fong 
discloses reconciling "component variables" with ''container variables"), comprising: 
• displaying a component variable next to a representation of an element in a 
domain model of the document (EXAMINER'S INTERPRETATION - The 
examiner interprets a ' representation of an element in a domain model of the 
document simply to be an existing mapping between a ''component variable" 
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and a "container variable." In Fong see Figures 1-20; see Column 1 , Line 1 
through Column 44, Line 19 - Fong discloses this limitation in that the mapping 
interface comprises a graphical user interface that displays the SGML elements 
and the corresponding HTML elements.), 

• identifying an association between tlie component variable and said element in 
the domain model (see Figures 1-20; see Column 1 , Line 1 through Column 44, 
Line 19 - Fong discloses this limitation in that the mapping interface comprises a 
graphical user interface that displays the SGML elements and the corresponding 
HTML elements. By simply displaying the mappings, the GUI "identifies 
associations" between the elements.); and 

• matching said element of said domain model interactively by a user (see Figures 
1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19- Fong discloses this 
limitation in that the mapping interface allows a user to interactively n^iap a 
transformation from one structured format to another structured format.). 

Claim 19: 

Fong discloses a system for reconciling component variables with container 
variables in a document relative to a domain model (see Figures 1-20; see Column 1 , 
Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19 - Fong discloses this limitation in that the mapping 
interface allows a user to interactively map a transformation from one structured format 
to another structured format - e.g., SGML to HTML. Through the interactive mapping, 
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"component variables" are "reconciled' with "container variables" in that both SGIVIL and 
HTML comprise elements having variables.), comprising: 

• a container including a plurality of container variables (see Figures 1 -20; see 
Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19- Fong discloses this limitation in 
that the mapping interface allows a user to interactively map a transformation 
from one structured format to another structured format - e.g., SGML to HTML. 
Both SGML and HTML documents include elements having "plurality of 
variables."); 

• a component including a plurality of component variables in said document (see 
Figures 1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19 - Fong 
discloses this limitation in that the mapping interface allows a user to interactively 
map a transfornnation from one structured format to another structured format - 
e.g., SGML to HTML. Both SGML and HTML documents include elements 
having a "plurality of variables."); and 

• a reconciler that maps container variables in said container, with component 
variables in said component (see Figures 1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through 
Column 44, Line 19 - Fong discloses this limitation in that the mapping interface 
allows a user to interactively map a transformation from one structured format to 
another structured format.), 

wherein said reconciler is manually controlled by a user, to perform a mapping (see 
Figures 1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19 - Fong discloses this 
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limitation in that the mapping interface allows a user to interactively map a 
transformation from one structured format to another structured format.). 

Claim 21: 

Fong discloses the system according to Claim 19, further comprising: 
• a controller for automatically controlling said reconciler to perform said mapping 
(see Figures 1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19 - Fong 
discloses this limitation in that the discussion of the prior art discloses 
automatically mapping a transformation from one structured format to another 
structured format.). 

Claim 22: 

Fong discloses the system according to Claim 19, wherein if the component 
variable in the component includes a value, then no mapping is performed by said 
reconciler (EXAMINER'S INTERPRETATION - The examiner interprets a "wherein if 
tiie component variable in We component includes a value, then no mapping is 
performed by said reconciler" simply to indicate that if a "component variable" already 
has a "value," then the "container variable" inherits that same "value." In Fong — »• see 
Figures 1-20; see Column 1 , Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19 - Fong discloses this 
limitation in that, during the mapping of one structured format to another structured 
format, attribute values may be inherited by "target" elements from "source" elements.). 
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Claim 23: 

Fong discloses the system according to Claim 19, wherein said component 
includes a plurality of alternative choices for being mapped by said reconciler (see 
Figures 1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19 - Fong discloses this 
limitation in that the mapping interface allows a user to interactively map a 
transformation from one structured format to another structured format - e.g., SGML to 
HTML, Both SGML and HTML documents include elements having a ''plurality of 
variables"). 

Claim 24: 

Fong discloses the system according to Claim 19, wherein when said component 
variables in said document include a value and said reconciler is in an on-state, said 
reconciler reconciles said component variables in said document with said container 
variables in said container {see Figures 1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, 
Line 19 - Fong discloses this limitation in that the discussion of the prior art comprises 
automatically mapping a transformation from one structured format to another 
structured format, without restricting the conditions under which the mapping is 
performed. Fong also discloses this limitation in that the mapping interface allows a 
user to interactively map a transformation from one structured format to another 
structured format, without restricting the conditions under which the mapping is 
performed.). 
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Claim 25: 

Fong discloses the system according to Claim 19, wherein said container 
variables in said container are reconciled with said component variables in said 
component (see Figures 1-20; see Column 1, Line 1 through Column 44, Line 19 - 
Fong discloses this limitation in that the mapping interface allows a user to interactively 
map a transformation from one structured format to another structured format - e.g., 
SGML to HTML.). 

Claim 35: 

Claim 35 merely recites computer software for performing the method of Claim 
18. The mapping interface disclosed in Fong operates via computer software. Thus, 
Fong discloses every limitation of Claim 35, as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 
18. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 1, 4, 6, 7, 9-17, 33 and 34 are allowed. 

The following is a statement of reasons for allowance: 

Claims 1, 33 and 34: 

The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the combination of limitations recited in 
suggested Claims 1 , 33 and 34, 
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Claims 4, 6, 7 and 9-16: 

Theses claims are dependent upon Claim 1 and thus include allowable subject 
matter. 

Claim 17: 

The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the combination of limitations recited in 
suggested Claim 17. 



Claim 5 would be allowable if the claim is amended to overcome the objection to 
the claim, which is set forth in this Office action. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 

matter: 
Claim 5: 

This claim is dependent upon Claim 1 and thus includes allowable subject 
matter. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 01/23/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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The Prior Art Rejection: 

Applicant notes that the exanniner cited all of the figures and all of the disclosure 
of the Fong reference. Thus, Applicant argues, the examiner is asserting that the 
claimed invention is "clearly anticipated" by Fong. Applicant argues further that, by ; 
citing the entire disclosure of Fong for each limitation of Claims 18, 19, 21-25 and 35, 
the examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of anticipation. Applicant also 
states that Applicant cannot properly respond to the examiner's position, since it is 
unclear what portions of Fong the examiner believes anticipate each and every element 
of the claimed invention. See Response - Page 19. 

The examiner disagrees. 

Applicant is correct that the examiner did cite Figures 1-20 and Column 1 , Line 1 
through Column 44, Line 19 of Fong. However, the examiner also explained why the 
subject matter in Fong disclosed each claim limitation. The subject matter discussed in 
the examiner's explanation is found within the cited portion of Fong. Thus, Applicant 
could have "properly responded" to the rejections. 

Applicant argues that Fong fails to disclose "all of the features of the claimed 
invention." Applicant then quotes claim language from Claims 18, 19 and 35. Applicant 
then discusses features of the present invention. Applicant concludes by stating that 
Fong fails to disclose "all of the features of the claimed invention." See Response - 
Page 20, second paragraph through Page 23, second paragraph. 

The examiner disagrees. 
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Firstly, the examiner notes that Applicant is misquoting Claim 35 in the argument 
(see Response - Pages 20 and 21 , spanning paragraph). 

Secondly, Applicant's argument fails to comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1 (b) because it 
amounts to a general allegation that the claim defines a patentable invention without 
specifically pointing out how the language of the claim patentably distinguishes it from 
the reference. Simply stating that Fong fails to disclose "all of the features of the 
claimed invention" with no analysis of how the specific language of each limitation is 
distinguishable from the subject matter disclosed in the cited reference fails to meet the 
requirement of 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1 (b) that Applicant "specifically [point] out how the language 
of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references." 

Thirdly, although Applicant does not expressly argue that Fong fails to disclose a 
"domain model" the examiner will assume that is Applicant's argument. The 
objection to the drawings previously set forth in the Office Action dated 10/21/2005 was 
withdrawn, because the Applicant has defined the disputed claim language - 
"representation of an element in a domain mode!' (Claim 18, Lines 3-4) - as merely 
elements (e.g., numbers) in a mapping (see Response - Page 26, second full 
paragraph). Now, in Applicant's arguments against the prior art rejections for Claims 18 
and 35, Applicant is attempting to redefine this claim language. The examiner will 
interpret the claim language to correspond to Applicant's first definition. 

As expressly indicated by Applicant, the "representation of an element in a 
domain modet are elements (e.g., numbers) in a mapping (see Response - Page 26, 
second full paragraph). As indicated in the above rejection for Claim 18, Fong discloses 
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elements in a mapping because the mapping interface comprises a graphical user 
interface that displays the SGML elements and the corresponding HTML elements. 

Regarding Claims 19 and 21-25, the only place a "domain model" is mentioned is 
in the preamble of Claim 1 9, which states "[a] system for reconciling component 
variables with container variable in a document relative to a domain model' (see Lines 
1-2). The "domain mode!' is not mentioned again in the claims and is not tied into any 
subsequent limitation. Thus, the "domain modef does not affect the functionality of the 
"system," and this language is given no patentable weight. 

As indicated in the above rejections for Claims 19 and 21-25, Fong discloses : 
every other limitation of the claims. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Doug Hutton whose telephone number is 571-272-4137. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Heather Herndon, can be reached at (571) 272-4136. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2100. 



WDH 

March 28, 2006 




DOUG HUTTON 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
TECH CENTER 2100 



